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1. INTRODUCTION 


The purpose of this review is to provide an assessment for the Beaufort 
Sea Environmental Panel of the adequacy and completeness of the 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared for the Beaufort Sea 
Hydrocarbon Production Proposal. The primary standard against which 
the EIS will be evaluated is the Guidelines for the Preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Statement issued by the Panel to the proponent. 


However, the purpose of the review is not only to provide an assessment 
of degree of adherence to the guidelines but also of the adequacy of 
the document as a basis for the Panel Review process. Therefore, the 
author's opinion as to the EIS prequisites for an effective public 


review process will also be utilized where appropriate. 


In the interest of brevity the review is largely written in point form 
and focuses only on major deficiencies, with emphasis on those consid- 
ered most critical to the review process. Section 2.0 provides an over- 
view summary of those deficiencies considered absolutely critical to an 
effective public review. Section 3.0 identifies a more comprehensive 
‘list of major deficiencies which could adversely affect the quality of 
the Panel review and which would be difficult to thoroughly address at 


the hearings. 
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2. OVERVIEW OF THE MOST CRITICAL DEFICIENCIES 


This section will briefly discuss those deficiencies which are most 


critical to an effective Panel review. They are primarily compre- 


hensive concerns which encompass all sections of the report. There 


are many ways in which the EIS will be uSed throughout the Panel review 


and development planning process. Three of the most important are as 


follows: 


i) 


ii) 


iii) 


The EIS will serve as a basis for preparation of position statements 
and responses from both the impacted communities and government. 


It is essential, then, that the document thoroughly describes all 


possible development alternatives as well as presents and analyzes 
accurately the local and governmental concerns, if the various 


parties-at-interest are to be able to formulate well-informed view- 
points and if adversarial positions are to be avoided. 

The Panel will rely heavily on the document as a source of informa- 
tion in making recommendations regarding approval. While input from 
communities and governments will, of course, also be taken into 
consideration, the complexity of assessing impacts iS so enormous as 
to necessitate a sound methodological approach capable of incorpor- 
ating both technical data and qualitative community information. 
Perhaps most importantly of all, the document will be used as the 
basis for planning orderly development should approval be given. 
Based on material within the EIS, as well as input received during 
the hearings, the Panel will attempt to formulate recommendations 
regarding strategies and mechanisms for reducing negative impacts 
and enhancing opportunities. The strength of the mitigative and 
monitoring plans in the EIS becomes critical for this task. 
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In reviewing the EIS, deficiencies related to all of the above 
functions have been identified. This could critically affect the 


effectiveness of the Panel review. 


i) Insufficient community consultation 
ii) Lack of adequate alternative assessment 
iii) Methodological shortcomings 


iv) Inadequate assessment of impacts on traditional life style and 
social stability 3 


v) Inadequate mitigation and monitoring plans 


2.1 Community Consultation 


The process utilized in preparation of an impact assessment is at least 

as important as the final product itself. The Beaufort Sea EIS is seriously 
deficient in its failure to document the extent and type of community 
consultation utilized a preparation of the report. Only several comments 
pertaining to community consultation are made throughout the report. The 
document is also apparently deficient in the extent of community consult- 
ation actually carried out. There is little evidence of community input 


to any part of the report. 


2.2 Lack of Adequate Alternative Assessment 


The panel review process provides a forum for raising socio-economic issues 
regarding basic development alternatives at a sufficiently early stage in 
project planning. The type of information presented in the EIS does not 
allow a comparatiye analysis of alternatives from a socio-economic viewpoint. 


This is true for development decisions such as location, rate of development 
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scale and transportation options as well as ancillary and spin-off 


development. 


2.3 Methodological Shortcoming 


There is no indication in the report of the methodological approach 
utilized. The approach to assessment of impacts is particularly defi- 
cient in not describing or apparently utilizing a rating system for 
assessment of impacts. Nor is there sufficient evidence of how impacts 
were projected. Lastly, the failure to consider cumulative impacts 


seriously limits the report. 


2.4 Inadequate Assessment of Impacts on Traditional Lifestyle and 

Social Stability 

There is inadequate coverage of social and cultural factors, particularly 
Pradi tional lifestyle and social stability, for all communities. This 

has resulted in a general under-estimation of the impacts of development 
On cultural continuity and social pathologies such as alcoholism, family 
disintegration and criminal activity. In view of the local native concern 
with the effects of development on their social and cultural life, this 


is a serious concern. 


2.5 Inadequate Mitigation and Monitoring 


One of the most serious shortcomings of the report is in the failure to 
provide detailed mitigation and monitoring plans. Descriptions of 
mitigation are far too general and suffer from a lack of committment by 
the proponents. Monitoring plans are not sufficiently related to the 
rest of the report, and are seriously inadequate for the purpose of 


effective Impact Management. 
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3. MAJOR DEFICIENCIES 


This section will briefly summarize those deficiencies which are 
considered to pose major limitations on the thoroughness of the review 
process. Some of those discussed here have been summarized in the Over- 
view Section because of their critical significance. Others, while not 
as critical, nevertheless, present serious shortcomings which would be 


difficult to resolve during the hearings process. 


3.1 Proposal Description 


3.1.1 Guidelines Requirements and Other Criteria 


Because of the complexity of the Beaufort Sea proposal, a comparative © 
analysis of the socio-economic implications of various production and 
transportation alternatives becomes critical. The Guidelines give 
recognition to this fact in Section 2.2.1, where they specify the need 
for discussion of possible alternatives and in Sections 2.2.1.2 and 
2.2.1.3, where they list in detail the types of proposal information 
required. The type of detailed alternative discussion required in the 
Guidelines is essential if impacted communities are to provide the 
Panel with informed opinions regarding local implications of various 


proposal options. 


3.1.2 Content Deficiencies 
* Development alternatives in terms of scale, location, rate of 
development, transportation options, etc. are not sufficiently 


described and evaluated. This limits the possibility of comparative 
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analysis of impacts. 


* Details of manpower requirements by occupational breakdown, required 
skill and training levels, recruitment area and timing are too 
sketchy to be of value in planning strategies for employment and 


training programs. 


* There is a dearth of information on shore bases, ie. kinds of facili- 


ties, regulations, expected road construction, etc. 


* Arrangements for transportation of rotational shifts are not 


adequately discussed. 


* Anticipated ancillary and spin-off developments have not been identi- 


fied and discussed. 


3.2 Description of Socio-Economic Environment 


3.2.1 Guidelines Requirements and Other Criteria 


While descriptions of the regional and socio-economic environment should 
not be extended to include a comprehensive catalogue of all available 
data, they should be sufficiently complete to provide a base-line from 
which anticipated impacts can be projected. Local social, cultural and 
economic concerns, as well as planning needs of governmental agencies, 
should be taken into consideration when determining the types of informa- 
tion to be included. Community input to and validation of the actual 
socio-economic descriptions are, of course, also essential. The Guidelines 
make this requirement clear in Section 2.3.3 where they state that "the 


importance of Northerners' input to this section cannot be stressed enough". 
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3.2.2 Methodological Deficiencies 


* 


The EIS provides almost no description of methodological approaches 

or community consultation processes. While reference is made to 
efforts to consult Beaufort residents on local matters, no description 
of how this was attempted and with what success is provided. A 
detailed description of community meetings, interviews, workshops, 


etc. would have been helpful. 


It is apparent that little information from the community is incor- 
porated into the EIS and that the document was not validated in the 


communities. 


3.2.3 Content Deficiencies 


While the section on community description provides some of the most 


thorough discussions of the report, there are nevertheless significant 


ommissions. 


* 


Descriptions of the native population, lifestyle and viewpoint in 
Inuvik are almost non-existent. Since the native population in 
Inuvik (including Metis) is almost 30% of the total, this is a major 


ommission. 


While traditional harvesting data are presented in some detail, there 
is little discussion of the social and cultural factors related to 
native resource harvesting. The entire issue of native cultural 
continuity and traditional native lifestyle has been handled super- 


ficially. 


The subject of interactions between natives and non-natives is 
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avoided. 


* There is no discussion of inter-relationships and links between 
communities, nor recognition of the Beaufort Sea community net- 


work. 


* While descriptions of social and health problems are included for 
Inuvik, the discussions are extremely general, though data for 
Inuvik are available. This shortcoming is particularly blatant 
when compared to the lengthy and detailed descriptions of the 
business sector. Discussions of social and health problems have 


not been included at all for most of the smaller communities. 


* There is no discussion of employment patterns for most of the 
smaller native communities. Nor is information provided on employ- 
ment aspirations or employment obstacles for native people in any 
of the communities. While this type of information may have been 
difficult to collect, there is no evidence of having explored poss- 


ibilities of appropriate field research. 


3.3 Impact Analysis 


3.3.1 Guidelines Reguirements and Other Criteria 


The guidelines are explicit in both methodological and content re- 
quirements for impact analysis and mitigation. In section 2.4, the 
importance of the section as the focus point of the EIS is stressed. 
The rating system to determine significance of impacts is to be 


described, cumulative effects are to be analyzed, effects are to be 
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predicted for each project phase: design, construction, operation and 


abandonment, and knowledge gaps are to be identified. In section 2.4.4 


the importance of Northerner's input is stressed and the need for pro- 


jected effects for each community is specified. A detailed listing of 


the types of impacts to be addressed is provided. 


3.3.2 Methodological Deficiencies 


* 


One of the most critical shortcomings of the section is the apparent 


lack of community input into its preparation. 


A second and related shortcoming pertains to the failure to state 

the methodology by which impact predictions and assessments are 
developed. The impact projection process apparently makes little. use 
of past experience with local development, or of experience with 
development in other rapidly expanding areas. Nor is there any 
evidence of a rating system to determine significance of impacts. 
This casts extreme doubt on the accuracy of many projections. No 
basis is provided for making probability statements; rather project- 
ions are repeatedly qualified, sometimes so profusely as to make 


them meaningless. 


The question of cumulative impacts is largely ignored. There is 
frequently a failure to discuss effects of ancillary or spin-off 
developments, such as road construction, housing and community 
infrastructure construction, etc. and the impacts of shore bases are 
largely ignored. The interrelationship of the development with 


other projects is not discussed as specified in the guidelines. The 
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issue of combined impacts of all these activities is avoided. 


Impacts are not discussed for individual communities nor even 


classes of communities. 


There is no assessment of impacts on vulnerable population groups 
such as women, aged, youth, single parents. Impacts on Native 


groups and communities are often handled superficially. 


There are no separate analyses of impacts for different development 
stages, ie. design, construction, operations and abandonment. In 
view of the possibilities for a boom/bust cycle the failure to 


discuss abandonment plans is particularly crucial. 


It is not clear what development scenario the population and other 


predictions are based on. 


The analysis of development impacts frequently does not follow from 


the discussion of base-line data community description. 


.3.3 Content Deficiencies 


The issues of loss of traditional lifestyle and cultural continuity 


are dealt with superficially and inconsistently. 


The discussion of effects of development on native traditional 
harvesting are again inconsistent. Generally the impacts on harvest- 
ing are underestimated, particularly in the failure to consider 


cumulative impacts. 
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Adverse effects on community social stability and resulting social 
problems, i.e. alcoholism, crime rates, family disintegration, etc. 


are discussed in only a sketchy and superficial manner. 


Adverse effects on health standards are not elaborated, i.e. VD, 


fetal alcohol syndrome, dental health, etc. 


The impacts of development on land claim settlements and vice versa 


are ignored. 


Employment difficulties of natives related to union membership are 


not dealt with. 


The difficulties encountered by local and native businesses in 
competing for service and supply contracts against larger companies 


are ignored. 


The issue of housing subsidies for Industry employees and inequities 


created for commercial and service personnel are not discussed. 


The difficulties of attracting and retaining stable commercial 


enterprises as well as service personnel are not adequately discussed. 


The comparative impacts of accomodating industry personnel in exist- 
ing communities, developing new communities or utilizing shorebases 
with rotation are not elaborated. 

There are numerous inconsistencies throughout the document in esti- 
mation of development impacts. For example in Section 3.1.2 of Volume 
5, reference is made to numerous economic and social changes. Yet in 
Section 1.2 it is stated that development must be possible without 


significantly affecting the life style of local people. 
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3.4 Impact Management 
3.4.1 Guidelines Requirements and other Criteria 


Impact mitigation and monitoring plans constitute the most essential 
part of an EIS and should represent the culmination of all previous 
material. The guidelines stress the importance of development of 
mitigative and monitoring strategies as well as evaluation of their 
potential for effectiveness (Section 2.4.5). Criteria for an effective 
management plan would include the following: 

i) All measures planned for mitigation of each impact are described. 

ii) Community input to development of mitigation strategy is encouraged. 
iii) Evaluation of the likely effectiveness of mitigative measures is pro- 
vided. , | 
iv) Suggestions for suitable strategies and mechanisms to implement 
mitigation are included. 

v) Designation, where possible, of general responsibility for each 
measure, and the type of co-ordination amongst government, commun- 
ities and proponent required for erencntat son: 

vi) Discussion of residual impacts and possible trade-offs. 
vii) Compensation plans for unavoidable impacts. 
viii) Monitoring plans, showing what should be monitored, how monitoring 
| will take place, how results will be incorporated into project op- 


erations and recommended responsibilities of government and industry. 


3.4.2 Methodological Deficiencies 


This section suffers from the same failure to describe a process of 


community input as previous sections. 
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3.4.3 Content Deficiencies 


* The Redness t= tor mitigation are far too generalized, even for 
development which is still at the proposal stage. 

* Mitigative strategies suffer from the same shortcomings identif- 

jed in earlier sections in their superficial approach to native life 

style. 

* There is no discussion of how community resources might be mobilized 
for implementation of mitigation. 

. There is no committment from Industry for implementation of mitigative 
strategies nor any in-depth discussion of responsibilities of various parties 
a@teincerest. 

* Unavoidable impacts are not discussed nor are compensation plans. 

* Monitoring plans for socio-economic impacts, insofar as they have been 


described, are inadequate for the complexity of impacts anticipated. 
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